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SUMMARY 
Ear corn and shelled corn proved more efficient than ground 
ear corn or corn meal for wintering brood sows. This was the 
result obtained where four groups of 10 sows each received salt 
(self-fed), and three-fifths of a pound per head daily of a mixture 
of linseed oilmeal, tankage and wheat middlings, in addition to 
one of the following: ear cor11, shelled corn, corn and cob meal, or 
ground corn. 
The differences in gains from the various kinds of corn prep-
aration were not great. Hence, the objection to grinding the 
eorn lies in the cost. Ground shelled corn proved especially 
costly. 
The sows receiving ground corn made the least gains and were 
in the poorest general condition of aHgroups at farrowing time. 
Evidently the ground corn was not as efficient as the other pre-
parations. Considering the pigs as farrowed, there was little 
difference among the groups. Apparently the preparation of 
the corn had little, if any, effect upon the character of the 
new-born pigs. 
Not only was it found to be financially more economical to 
feed the yearling brood sows ear corn or shelled corn t.han 
ground corn or corn and cob meal, but the sows also did better 
on the unground shelled or ear corn. · 
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PREPARATION OF CORN FOR 
YEARLING BROOD SOWS 
By JOHN M. EvvARD, Q. W. WALLACE AND c. c. CULBERTSON* 
Numerous experiments have shown quite conclusively that corn 
is a superior grain for swine feeding in the corn belt. Corn may 
be fed in many ways, that is, as ear corn, shelled corn, or in some 
highly prepared form. Tlie question which arises in this con-
nection is largely one of economy. Much depends on. the cost of 
preparation. Frequently the preparation of feed will yield bet-
ter results, but the increased cost of the special preparation may 
be enough to counter balance its good effects. 
Considerable experimental work has been carried on to de-
termine what preparation is necessary and for what ages, weights 
and types of ·hogs the preparation is best suited. In general the 
experimental work indicates that young, growing and fattening 
pigs can utilize ear or shelled corn to better advantage than older, 
heavier and fatter hogs; likewise, the brood S©w 'being wintered or 
summered on a moderate ration. can handle e.ar and shelled corn 
in superior fashion. With young pig·s and with brood sows which 
are being fed on limited rations, the alimentary tract is n.ot being 
"pushed to the limit " and therefore, shelled 0.r ear corn are 
very well digested and utilized, hence, they are more economi-
cal. 
SOME PREVIOUS WORK DONE 
In a trial conducted by Kennedy an.d Robbins1 pigs of differ-
ent weights were fed on dry ear corn, soaked shelled corn, dry 
corn meal and soaked corn meal. The pasture used for the young 
pigs was a mixture of timothy and bluegrass. The tests were 
carried on to study the effects oi different methods of prepara-
tion of corn for hogs of different ages, with special reference to 
cost of preparation, amount of feed consumed, gains, cost of 
gains and other factors. The summarized results of these re-
searches are presented in table I. 
In commenting on the work the authors make the following 
statements: 
'' 'Ihe average results for two years show that for spring pigs 
during their first summer and fall there was a saving of <:>ver 6 
*With the collaboration of Russell Dunn, formerly assistant in animal husbandry; 
E. J . Strausbaugh, superintendent of experiments, had charge of the feeding of the 
animals used in this experiment. Acknowledgement for assistance rendered is hereby 
made to W. E . Hammond, assistant in animal husbandry. 
'Kennedy, W . J., and Robbins, E. T. Preparation of Corn for H ogs . Bui. Iowa 
Agr. Exp. Sta. 106, 1909. 
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TABLE I. EFFECT OF CORN PREPARATION 
Pigs fed corn alone on grass from weaning to fall. On feed 172 days. F •nal weight 
about 200 pounds. Weight at start approximat!'lY 48 pounds. 
ii II \ I ,.?c;::~ed I Cost of 100 
Kind of corn fed I No. of I Av. daily I Av. daily I per 1'00 lbs. lbs. gain• 
_________ ! pigs I feed eaten I gain I gain I ____ _ 
Dry ear corn . . ...... . .. l 38 I 4. 20 I . 95 I 439 I 
Soaked shelled corn .... · 1 38 I 4. 26 
1
1 • 94 I 450 I 
Dry corn meal . . . . . . . . 38 4. 27 . 85 \ 498 I 
Soaked corn meal ...... I 38 I 4. 64 I . 93 493 I 
I I I I 
Hogs weighing 100 lbs. at start, fed 140 days in dry lot. 
Fed corn 92% ; Meat meal tankage 8%. 
I I I I 
Dry ear corn .. . ..... ... I 10 I 6 .15 I 1. 32 I 465 
Soaked shelled corn ..... I 10 I 5. 74 1. 30 442 
Ury corn m eal ........ I 10 I 5.60 I 1.21 463 
Soaked corn meal. ..... ·1 10 I 6.75 I 1.52 I 445 
Hogs weighing 200 lbs. at start, fed 84 days in dry Jot. 
Fed corn 91%; Meat meal tankage 9% . 
I I I I 
Dry ear corn ·· ··· ····· ·1 10 I 8.14 I 1.74 I 
Soaked shelled corn. . . . . . 10 I 8. 65 I 1. 92 I 
Dry corn meal. ... ... .. -1 10 I 8. 99 I 1. 99 I 
Soaked corn meal. ... · ... -1 10 I 9.22 I 2.00 
I I I I 
468 
449 
452 
461 
Old thin sows weighing 225 . lbs. at start, fed 56 days in dJ'Y lot. 
Fed corn 93.3% ; Meat meal tankage 6.7% 
$5.03 
5 .19 
5,87 
5 .79 
$5.33 
5 .14 
5.53 
5 .32 
$5.41 
5.26 
5.44 
6.55 
, . I I I I 
Dry ear corn .......... I 10 I 8. 73 I 2. 04 I 427 $4 .84 
Soaked shelled corn ... · 1 10 I 9. 89 I 2. 49 I 
Dry corn meal. . . . . . . . . . 10 9. 65 2. 40 I 
Soaked corn meal. . . . . . . 10 I 9. 87 I 2. 44 I 
I I I I 
398 4.68 
401 4.75 
405 4 .80 
*Prices used for the feeds were: Ear corn 60 cents per bushel ; s helling charge 
one cent per bushel, grinding, 2 cents additional ; tankage $40.00 per ton ; pasture $4.50 
per acre. 
percent of the corn by feeding it in the ear instead of shelling 
and soaking it, and a saving of 18 percent to 24 percent by feed-
ing it in the ear instead of shelling and grinding it. 
"For hogs weighing 100 pounds at the start, and fed 140 days, 
5 percent of the corn was saved by shelling and soaking 12 hours; 
for hogs weighing 200. pounds at the start, fed 84 days, the sav-
ing by this preparation was 4 percent of the corn; and for old 
thin sows fed in dry yards the saving was 6.8 percent of the corn 
by shelling it and soaking it 12 hours. 
''The small savings of corn by grinding are insignificant--. 
"In general the fastest and most economical gains were secured 
by feeding dry ear corn until the hogs were close to 200 pounds 
in weight. For hogs above 200 poun.ds 1n weight, soaked shelled 
corn, while a trifle slower in rate of gain than soaked corn meal, 
made the most economical gains of all the forms in which corn 
was fed." 
The resylts of this work show quite clearly that with the excep-
tion of young pigs, grown and fattened to 225 pound handy 
weights, some preparations of corn are more effective than ear 
6
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corn. '!'he oTound corn gave 0 ·ood r esults with older hogs but 
from the financial standpoint, grinding did not pay. (See 
table I.) 
Henry and Morrison2 give the results of 10 years work at the 
Wisconsin Station in which ground corn was compared to shelled 
corn for fattening well grown shotes that averaged 175 pounds in 
weig·ht and were fed for periods ranging from 63 to 98 days. 
The ration fed was made up of one-third wheat middlings and 
two-thirds ground or shelled corn. Salt and wood ashes were 
supplied to all lots. The results of some 18 trials are summar-
ized by the authors in table II. 
TABLE II. SUMMARY OF 10 WINTERS' FEEDING GROUND CORN AND 
SHELLED CORN 
Total feed iriven Feed for 
Feed giv~m Whole I Corn j Wheat \ Total 100 lbs. 
corn I meal niddlings gains ga n 
pounds I pounds I pounds I pounds (pounds) 
140 p:gs fed shelled corn and I I I 
22,590 
I 
wheat middl"ngs ............ [ 46,736 I I I 13,828 501 
140 pigs fed ground corn and I I I I 
wheat middlings • •••• • •••••• 1 I 50,647 I 24,189 I 15,891 471 I I I 
''In all out of 18 trials the saving from grinding corn ranged 
from 2.5 to 18.5 percent, and in 7 cases there was a loss by grind-
ing ranging from 1.1 to 11.1 percent. On the average it .required 
501 pounds of whole corn and wheat middlings for 100 pounds 
of gain, and only 4 71 pounds of ground corn and middlings, a 
saving of 6 percent. This means that with corn worth 50 cents 
per bushel there was a saving of 3 cents on each bushel by grind-
ing, allowing nothing for labor or expense.'' 
The results of these tests, covering a series of years, are rather 
close. In :figuring the results no attention was paid to the extra 
labor required where the corn was ground and fed as meal. With 
the saving indicated, it is doubtful whether the increased gains 
would be sufficient to warrant the extra laibor of grinding. 
Then, too, it must be emphasized that all of these experiments 
were conducted with wheat middlings comprising one-third of 
the total feed, a hig·her proportion of wheat middlings than 
used in Iowa now days, except in rare instances. With tankage 
or skimmilk, good pastures and corn, it is our opinion that to 
grind the corn would not under present conditions be an econom-
ical procedure for shotes su.ch as those fed in Wisconsin. In 
case any preparation' of corn is made for market hogs we believe 
it should be shelled and self-fed dry, or fed soaked two or three 
times dajly. Th:vee times a day i!'l preferable if the extra laibor 
involved is small. Of course, good pastures such as alfalfa, red 
clover, alsike clover and rape greatly aid in making· corn pre-
2Henry, W. A., and Morrison, F. B. Feeds and Feeding, p. 574. 1917. 
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TABLE III. SUMMARY OF THE INFLUENCE OF SIZE OF HOG AND PREPARATION OF CORN ON RATE AND COST OF GAIN 
Corn 
fed 
Ear• 
corn 
Shelled 
corn 
Ground 
corn 
I I Month 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
*Shelkd corn basis. 
I 
I No. of I · hogs 
16 
16 
43 
51 
58 
64 
16 
16 
42 
50 
58 
53 
16 
16 
43 
51 
58 
64 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
· I 
Av. 
initial 
weight 
54 
73 
108 
140 
178 
219 
54 
74 
106 
139 
178 
217 
54 
73 
107 
141 
182 
226 
Daily 
gain 
.63 
. 89 
.96 
1.14 
1. 21 
1.44 
.66 
.84 
. 92 
1.14 
1.20 
1.46 
.64 
.84 
1.00 
1. 23 
1.36 
1. 58 
Av. daily feed 
\ I i 
Feed per lb. gain I Percent I P ercent 
I I I saved saved 
Corn 3horts I Tankag~I Corn 
I I I 
I I I 1. 39 I . 72 I . 25 
2. 33 I . 7 5 . 25 I 
3. 35 I . 25 I . 27 
4.44 I .01 I .34 I 
5 . 21 I I . 35 I 
6.05 I I . 36 I 
I I 
I I I 1. 38 I . 72 I . 25 
2 . 18 I 1 .75 I . 25 I 
3.32 I .26 I .28 I 
4 . 51 .01 I .34 I 
5 . 29 I I . 34 
6 .30 I I . 37 
I I 
I I I 1. 38 I . 72 I . 25 
2.25 I . 75 I .25 I 
3.47 I .25 I .27 
4 . 65 . o 1 I . 34 I 
5. 56 I I . 35 I 
6.43 I I . 36 I 
I I 
2.21 
2.62 
3.49 
3. 91 
4.31 
4.20 
2.09 
2.59 
3.59 
3.97 
4.40 
4 .30 
2. 16 
2.68 
3.47 
3. 79 
4.08 
4.08 
I I I over I over 
I Shorts I Tankagel ear corn \ shelled 
I I I corn 
I .1.15 
I . 84 
I .26 
I . 01 
I 
I 
I 
I 1.10 
I . 89 
I .28 
I . 01 
I 
I 
I 
I 1.14 
I .90 
I . 25 
I . 01 
I 
I 
I 
.40 
.28 
.29 
.30 
.29 
.25 
.38 
.30 
.30 
.30 
.28 
.25 
. 40 
.30 
.27 
.28 
. 26 
. 23 
5.1 
-1.1 
-3.2 
-1.4 
-1.7 
- 2.2 
1.6 
-3.7 
1.2 
3.3 
5.7 
3 . 1 
-3.6 
-2 .6 
4.3 
4.7 
7.3 
5.8 
...... 
i+:o-
i+:o-
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parecl in any way more valuable; also, the right kind of protein, 
vitamin and mineral supplementation is importa.nt. 
King,3 feeding hogs of various ages, obtained better results with 
ear corn than with the shelled or ground corn grain for shotes; 
on the other hand, the heavier hogs, as in the Iowa experiments, 
required less ground corn for each hundred pounds of gain. 
Table III contains a summary of the work carried on by King. 
In summing up his work King makes the following statement: 
' 'It will be noted that there was practically no difference in 
essential points during the first three months when the hogs were 
light, but that during the last three months when the hogs were 
heavy there was a slight tendency for the hogs receiving shelled 
corn to eat larger quantities of feed than those receiving ear 
corn and that the hogs receiving ground corn ate larger quanti-
ties of feed than those receiving shelled corn. The rate of gain 
was practically the same at all periods of fattening when the 
hogs were fed ear corn and shelled corn. Animals receiving 
ground corn made considerably faster gain during the last three 
months. 
"Grouping the hogs of the larger weight in th~ last three 
months when their average initial weight was approximately 140 
pounds, shelled corn was 1.8 percent less efficient for producing 
gains than ear corn reduced to the shelled corn basis. Ground 
corn was 4.3 percent more efficient than ear corn. The ground 
corn, on the basis of the last three months in the summary when 
the hogs were large, was 6 percent more efficient than shelled 
corn." 
Thus experimental evidence shows that the more highly pre-
pared forms of corn are more efficient, from a physiological stand-
point, with the older hogs, while ear corn proved superior for 
younger hogs. 
Experimental Work with Yearling Brood Sows 
Altho much work has been carried on by the various experi-
ment stations to test the different methods of preparing corn for 
fattening swine, little attention has been paid to the preparation 
of corn for the brood sow. In order to get some information on 
the latter subject, the experiment described in the f(i)llowing 
pages was conducted by the Animal Husbandry Section o:if<the 
Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station. 
OBJECTS OF THE EXPERIMENT 
The objects of this experiment were to determine the relative 
value and efficiency of different corn pr:eparations when fed to 
yearling brood sows being carried thru the winter, as indicated 
3King, F. G. The Effect of Preparation of Corn On Hogs of Different Sizes. Proc. 
Amer. Soc. An. Prod.; 22-31, 1913. 
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by the effect upon such factors as size, vigor, strength, character 
of bone and hair coat of the offspring. A further object wa to 
find how much feed was r equired to produce the pigs, taking 
into consideration the gains or losses in weight of the sows. It 
was also the desi,r e to determine the water consumption, salt 
consumption and other factors of economic importance in the 
production of new-born spring pigs. 
ANIMALS USED 
Forty sows, all bred and raised by the Animal Husbandry 
Section, were used in this experiment. Fourteen of these sows 
were purebred Duroc J erseys, all closely r elated: 14 were cross-
breds (first generation H ampshire-Durocs); and 12 were pure-
bred HampsP.ires. 'I'he sows were so divided that there were 
about equal amounts of Duroc and Hampshire blood in each lot. 
Of these 40 sows 32 were farrowed in March and April, 1913, 
and 8 were farrowed in September, 1913. All the sows had far-
rowed and suckled one litter. 
Two sires were used in this experiment, both being purebred 
Hampshires. · 
All of the sows were in a good state of health and thriftiness 
at the time the experiment started. 
All the sows had the run of a bluegrass pasture 10 clays be-
fore the start of the exp eriment. 
METHODS OF EXPERIMENTATION AND CARE OF ANIMALS 
In making the allotment the sows were so divided that all lots 
were as near alike as possible. The 40 sows were divided into 
four lots of 10 sows* each. 
Three individual weights were taken at the beginning of the 
experiment, the average being used as the initial weight. Indi-
vidual weights were also taken every 10 days thruout the experi-
ment. The final weigJ:tt was taken as near to tlie farrowing 
time as possible. The average of the three weights was used as 
the final weight. The sows were weighed as soon as possible 
after farrowing. 
The weights immediately before farrowing, those after farrow-
ing·and the weights of the litters were useQ. to determine the final 
weight for the pregnancy period. 
The sows were kept in dry lots, measuring approximately 16 
by 90 feet. The lots were fairly level and became quite muddy at 
times. Each lot was equipped with two 6' by 8' Iowa Gable Roof 
• Two sows in Lot IV did n ot relish the ground corn and as a result did not gain 
as did the other eight sows in the lot. By excluding these two sows in figuring the 
gains, this lot made gains about on a par with the gains made by the other lots. 
This indicates no superior ity of the ground corn in so far as producing gains is con-
cerned. ©n the other hand, if the two sows had been in the other lots, possibly they 
would have m ade creditable gains. 
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movable hog houses. Water was allowed sows in open troughs. 
Breeding of the sows did not start 1mtil they had bceh fed on 
the various corn. preparations for 10 days. 
RATIONS FED 
The rations fed to the four lots of 10 sows ea.ch were as follow::;: 
All lots received the same amount of dry matter in the form o~ corn 
grain, that is, 4 pounds per head daily on the shelled corn basis. 
Lot I. Ear corn hand-fed; plus 0.6 pound supplemen.tal mixture* 
hand-fed; plus rock salt self-fed. 
Lot II. Corn and cob meal hand-fed; plus 0.6 pound supplemental 
mixture* hand-fed; plus rock salt self-fed. 
Lot III. Shelled corn hand-fed; plus 0.6 pound supplementa) mix-
ture* hand-fed; plus rock salt self-fed. 
Lot IV. Ground corn hand-fed; plus 0.6 pound supplemental mix· 
tu re* hand-fed; plus rock salt self-fed. . 
The feeds were allowed dry twice daily, morning and evening. 
The supplemental mixture was given first in a trough. 
REGULATION OF CORN PREPARATION 
All lots r~ceived four pounds of shelled corn daily, or its 
equivalent on the corn grain dry ma.tter basis. Moisture determ-
inations were ma.de and the· amount of dry matter computed 
during each 10-day period for a.11 four of the preparaitions in 
order to determine the a.mount of corn grain dry ma.otter fed. 
The ear corn was weighed out for shelling determinations at the 
rate of five pounds daily .a.t feeding time, making 50 pounds at 
the end of 10 days . . M:oistu.re ·samples of the ear corn were taken 
at this time. Compo'site samples of the corn and cob meal, 
ground corn and shelled corn were taken daily during each 10-
day period. The feeds were so allowed that all lots received the 
same amount of total dry matter fed as corn grain dry matter; 
in the case of corn and cob meal feeding, the cobs as ground in · 
the mixture were a superimposed allowance; therefore, this lot 
got more total dry matte!; because of the weight of the dry sub-
stance of the cobs. . 
It is essential in comparing different corn preparations to 
follow out an exact and careful technique, otherwise grievous 
and thwarting errors will be introduced. 
METHOD OF DIVIDING CORN FOR PREPARATION 
All of the original ear corn, all from the same source, was di-
vided at the start by successive scoopfuls by batches as follows: 
Batch No. I 
One scoopful of 
ear corn all binned 
and fed in ear corn 
form to Lot I. 
Batch No. II 
One scoopful of 
ear corn, all binned, 
then ground and re-
bin ned. Fed as corn 
and cob meal . to 
Lot II. 
Batch No. III 
Twoscoopfuls 
ear corn, all binned. 
and then shelled, the 
cobs discarded and 
g r a i n rebinned. 
One-half left (see 
Lot IV) as shelled 
corn. Fed as shelled 
corn to Lot III: 
Batch No. IV 
0 n e - h a I f was 
ground and fed as 
1<round corn to Lot 
IV. 
*The supplemental mixture was made up of 1 part each (by weight) of wheat mid-
dlings, linseed oil meal, 0. P. and meat meal tankage. 
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FEEDS DESCRIBED 
Shelled Corn. The corn used in this test was locally grown, 
practically all of it coming from the same field. It was clean, 
bright and unusually free from foreign material. All figures 
presented show the corn grain charged on a 14 percent moisture 
basis. 
Middlings. The wheat middlings were of good standard grade, 
being brownish in color. 
Linseed Oilmeal. This was a finely ground, old process oil-
meal and came from the Midland Linseed Mills, Minneapoli ·, 
Minn. 
Meat Meal Tankage. The meat meal tankage used in this 
experiment was a regular 60 percent protein grade, obtained 
from Armour and Company. 
Rock Salt. Common rock salt of ordinary quality was used. 
Water. The water came from the wells of the College water 
system. 
TABLE IV. CHEMICAL COMPOSITION OF FEEDS 
(In percentages) 
I I Carbohydrates I 
I Dry Crude I Nitrogen! I I 
Feed I matter protein I free I Crude I Fat I Ash I I extract I fiber I 
I I I I Shelled corn• ........... 1 88.59 8.80 I 71.99 2 . 69 3 .89 I 1. 22 Shelled corn•• .... . ... . .. 1 86.00 8 .54 I 69.89 I 2.61 3 . 78 1.18 
Corn and cob mEal• ..... · \ 89.03 7.84 I 69.65 I 7.01 3 .18 I 1.35 
Corn and cob meal•• .... 86.00 7 .58 I 67.28 I 6.77 3 . 07 I 1.30 
Middlings ............... 1 88.28 15 . 19 ! 57 . 15 I 7 .41 4 .35 I 4 .18 Linseed oilmeal ......... 1 88 . 93 34 .80 30.18 I 11. 78 6. 82 I 5.35 Meat meal tankage ....... . I 92.60 57 . 60 3 .17 2.75 10.35 18 . 73 
I I I I 
*Laboratory basis which approximates composition as fed. 
••All the figures given in this bulletin show corn reduced to a 14 percent moisture 
basis, and so charged in the records given. 
RELATIVE DEGREE .OF FINENESS OF PARTICLES IN CORN AND 
COB MEAL AND GROUND CORN GRAIN 
Representative sampl:es of both corn and cob meal and ground 
corn grain were put thru sieves to determine the relative size 
of particles. The results are given in table V. 
Mesh of sieve 
(Meshes to inch) 
TABLE V 
I Percentage corn and cob \ Percentage ground corn l meal retained by each grain retained by each 
------------ successive sieve I successive sieve 
10 
20 
30 
40 
50 
60 
80 
100 
Over 100 
Total 
I I 
43.73 I 
36 . 26 I 
8.28 I 
2.77 I 
2.67 I 
2.67 I 
.58 I 
.62 I 
2.42 I 
I 
100 .00 I 
32.35 
42.31 
10.46 
2.92 
3.27 
4.70 
.77 
. 92 
2.30 
100.00 
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BREEDING SEASON RESUL. TS 
The sows in this experiment were on their respective experi-
mental feeds 10 days before the breeding began. Inasmuch as the 
sows were so allotted as to make the lots as near alike as possible, 
the various corn preparations may have had some effect on the 
breeding operations, but more work is required to determine 
definitely the relativity of such possible effects. Table VI con-
tains a summary of the average number of services required and 
the average number of days required to breed the average sow. 
TABLE VI. 
Lot no. 
II 
IV 
III 
I 
All lots 
SERVICES AND DAYS REQUIRED TO BREED THE AVERAGE SOW 
I I Av. no. of days I Av. no. of services II required to safely Corn preparation required* settle the average 
sow 
I I Corn and cob meal 
I Ground corn 
I Shelled corn 
I Ear corn 
· 1 Grand average 
I 
1.10 
1.11 
1.60 
1.60 
1.30 
12.3 
13.4 
18.0 
23.6 
16.8 
*Technical: The probable errors of the number of services required were, re!lllec-
tively: For Lot II = 1.10 ± .06; IV = 1.11 ± .07; ill = 1.50 ± .11 and 
I = 1.60 ± .22. This indicates, for instance, that the chances are equal that the 
average number of services required for Lot II would be, if the experiment was re-
peated, somewhere between 1.04 and 1.16 ; Lot IV between 1.04 and 1.18; Lot III be-
tween 1.39 and 1.61; and Lot I between 1.38 and 1.82. The coefficients of variabil'ty, 
a measure of uniformity in performance, were by lots, II, 27 % ; IV, 28% ; III, 33% ; 
and I, 64% . Apparently, therefore, as the average number of services requ;red in-
creased there was less and less uniformity or evenness in the services r.equired by indi-
viduals. 
Lot II (Corn and Cob Meal) required the least number of ser-
vices and the least number of days to breed the average sow, while 
Lot I (Ear Corn) required the greatest number. The high figure 
in Lot I (Ear Corn) is partially explained by the fact that one 
sow required five services extending over a period of 90 days. 
The tendency to require several services was much more noticeable 
in Lot III (Shelled Corn) than in Lot l (Ear Corn), but in Lot 
III no one sow had to be bred more than twice. It is possible 
that the cob meal may have supplied constituents favorable to 
successful breeding, but this is problematical. 
It is possible that the above differences may be due to the 
different corn preparations, while it may be due to the 
individuality of the sows used. At best we can only advance 
our own opinion as to the actual cause of the differences which 
could very easily have resulted from either of the above men-
tioned causes; the grand average given is considered as pro-
viding useful data regarding the breeding operations. 
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GAINS MADE BY SOWS-ENTIRE PER IOD 
First 120 Day:; of Feeding Period-All Lots Intact 
Table VII shows the 1 a.x;erage daily gains made by the sows 
during the :first 120 days 6.f" the feeding period. Inasmuch as the 
:first sow did not farrow until March 28, all lots were intact and 
still contained 10 sows each. During this t ime the sows received 
the same amount of grain dry matter and consequently the dif-
fer~nces in average daily gain were probably due to the ration 
fed, or in this case, to the particular preparation the corn re-
ceived. In Lot II the extra cob meal is a factor. 
T ABLE VII. AVERAGE DAILY GAIN- FIRST 120 DAYS 
Lot No. I II III l __ rv __ 
I Corn and / I 
Corn preparation . ............ I Ear corn cob m eal Shelled corn I Ground corn 
I I I 
Average da\ly gain , . ... ... • .... I .701 .714 I .701 I 
I I I 
.602 
The greatest average daily gains, 0.714 pound per sow, were 
made by the group receiving corn and cob meal. This would 
seem to indicate that from the standpoint of gains made, the 
corn and cob meal was slighpy more efficient than the other pre-
parations. The cob which w~s included in the corn and cob meal 
supplied, however, some ":fill" and perhaps furnished some 
nutritive material over and above what was contained in the 
corn grain, and these factors may account for the increased 
gains made by the sows in Lot II (Corn and Cob Meal ) . 
The lots receiving ear corn and shelled corn, respectively, 
made an average daily gain of 0.701 pound which was intei;medi-
ate between the lots making the least and greatest gain. It will 
be noted that the sows fed ear corn or shelled c0rn made very 
efficient gains, only slightly less than the gain made by the corn 
and cob meal fed lot. '.rhe greater gain made by the lot receiving 
corn and cob meal was not sufficient t0 overbalance the extra 
cost. of preparation. 
The lot receiving ground corn made the smallest daily gain, 
or namely, 0.602 pound. This clear ly indicates the inefficiency 
of· the ground corn under the conditions of this experiment. 
This lot was the poorest of the four lots, not only from the stand-
point of daily gain, but also from that of general appearance: 
+tis of practical significance to note here that the sows receiving 
shelled corn and ear corn allowed, so far as we could determine 
visually, no whole grains to go to waste inasmuch as they contin-
ually picked over their dung; the corn and cob meal and the 
ground corn f ed sows paid no attention to their voidings, ignoring 
them for a considerable portion of the feeding period. Later 
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TABLE VIII. AVERAGE DAILY GAIN-ENTIRE PERIOD 
(Up to final weight before farrowing) 
Lot No. I II I III IV 
I Ear corn Corn and / I 
Corn preparation .. ... ... . ... ·I 
I 
Days in perood ............ ... . . . I 147. 65 
Average · daily gain ...... . ...... 1 • 655 
I 
cob meal I Shelled cornl Ground c01·n 
I I -
137.25 I 142.10 I 139. 15 
.661 I .667 I .605 
I I 
these two groups ate their dun,g to some extent but never with 
the avidity of the sows receiving shelled or ear corn. 
The average daily gains made by the sows during the entire 
period show a somewhat different ranking than that of the first 
120 days. Evidently some @f the corn preparations were more 
efficient when considered from the standpoint o'f the entire feed-
ing period than as indicated by the gains of the first 120 days. 
Table VIII shows the averag·e daily gain for the entire period 
and also the .number of days in the period. 
During the entire period of this experiment, Lot III, receiving 
shelled corn; made the greatest daily gain per sow, 0.667 pound. 
]\Jot II (Corn & Cob Meal) ranked second with an average daily 
gain of 0.661 pound. Lot I (Ear Corn) was a close third with 
0.655 pound, and Lot IV (Ground Corn) an easy last with 0.605 
pound. 
The daily gains made by the shelled corn and corn and cob meal 
fed lots were very close, with the former slightly in the lead. This 
fact is of much importance to the farmer because it indicates that 
the more easily prepared shelled corn is just as efficient, or more 
so, than the corn and cob meal preparation. '1'he ''dollars and 
cents'' significance of the above is easily understood when one 
considers the extra expense necessary where feeds mus11 be 
grot~nd . The Ear Corn and Shelled Corn .. groups stand out as 
the leaders economically. 
J,..s in the first 120 day period, the ground corn fed group was 
easily the poorest in the experiment, having the lowest averagf.) 
dai1y gain per sow. 
Lot no. 
---
I 
IV 
III 
II 
TAJ3LE IX 
I I. Preparation 
I 
I Ear corn 
I Ground corn 
I Shelled corn 
I Corn and cob meal 
I 
No. of days to 
farrowing time 
148 
139 
142 
137 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Total gain 
(pounds) 
96.68 
84. 14 
94 .79 
90.6~ 
The total gains made by the sows during the entire experi-
mental period are shown in table IX. 
The gains made vary somewhat due to the fact that the lots 
were not on feed exactly the same length of time, Lot I (Ear: 
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Corn) being on feed about 11 days longer than Lot II (Corn and 
Cob Meal) because the pigs of the sows in Lot I came later. 
LOSS IN WEIGHT OF SOWS AT FARROWING TIME 
The losses in weight of the sows at farrowing time were fairly 
uniform in the various lots. The greatest losses were in Lots II 
and III. The average loss per sow, litter weights accompany-
ing, are shown in table X. 
Lot. no. I 
I Preparation 
I 
I I Ear corn 
II I Corn and cob meal 
III I Shelled corn 
IV I Ground corn 
I 
TABLE X 
I Loss in weight per sow at / 
I farrow (lbs.) I 
I II 28.3 
II 31.7 . I 
31. 7 
I 28. l I 
I J 
Average litter 
'weight (lbs.) 
22.3 
23.6 
2:;.4 
23.0 
These figures indicate that the rations had little if any effect 
on the weight lost at farrowing time i!fa1>nHich 1 as the loss is al-
most in proportion to the birth weight o-f the litter. 
The gaiins of the sows after dequcting ·the losses ·at farrowing 
time are very important inasmuch as ·t11e value of the gains is 
deducted from the feed costs in determining the cost of the new 
born pigs. The total average gain. per sow after l!leducting the 
above loss is shown in table XL 
I 
Lot no. I Preparation 
I 
I I Ear corn 
II I Corn and cob meal 
III I Shelled corn 
IV I Ground corn 
I Straight average 
I 
TABLE XI 
Per sow (lbs.) 
68.38 
58.98 
63 . 09 
56 . 01 
61.62 
I Per new-born liv-
1 · ing pig (lbs.) 
7.95 
6.2'1 
6.07 
6.13 
6.61 
The figures show that the lots receiving ear corn and shelled 
corn, made the greatest gains, and the ground corn lot the least. 
The larger gains of Lots I and III may be partially explained by 
the fact that these lots were in the breeding and gestation yards 
slightly longer than the others. 
AVERAGE DAILY FEED EATEN 
The amount of corn grain dry matter fed daily was almost 
identically the same in all lots, averaging 3.49 pounds per sow for 
all lots. In addition to the corn grain dry matter fed, however, 
Lot II (Corn and Cob Meal), receirved the additional ground 
coos accompanying the corn meal, making the amount of the 
corn preparation fed daily somewhat higher in this lot. (See 
table XII). 
The supplement was limited to 0.6 pound per sow daily, exact-
ly the same for all lots. 
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TABLE XII. FOUR LO'FS OF 10 YEARLING SOWS EACH FED FROM NOV. 24, 1914, UNTIL LAST SOW FARROWED. 
Data by periods and total for entire time. -All figures in pounds. 
Total feed per sow II Av. daily feed consumed per sc w 
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LOT I. Ration : Ear corn, mixture: Middlings 1/ 3, oilmeal 1/ 3, meat meal tankage 1/3 and rock salt 
I I I I I I I ! I I II .I I I I 
Nov. 24 P.M.-Dec. 24 A.M ... . .. 1 30 I 10 279.92 288.00 I .269 1123.70 I ...... \ 18.00 I .23 I 141.93 II 4.123 I .... I .60 I .008 I 4.730 
Dec. 24 P.M.-Jan. 23 A.M . . .. .. I 30 I 10 I 288.oo I 312.30 I .810 1122.31 I . . . . . . 18.oo I .25 I 140.56 II 4.077 I .... I .so I .008 I 4.685 
Ian. 23 P.M.-Feb. 22 A.M ...... I 30 i 10 I 312.SO J 335.80 I . 783 I 118.74 / .. '. ... 18 .00 I .l~ 1136 .8911 3 : 958 I . .. . I .60 I .005 I 4.563 
Feb. 22 P.M.-Mar. 24 A.M ..... ·1 30 110 I 335.80 I 364.03 I . 941 1121.95 ..... . I 18.00 ! . l~ 140.10 I 4.065 I .... I .60 / .005 I 4.670 
Mar. 24 P.M.-June 25 A.M . .. . . 27 .65 10 I 364.03 I 376.60 I .455 1110.52 I ... ... I 16.59 I .02 127.13 ' 3.997 ... . I .60 . 001 I 4 . ~9S 
Entire period . ... . . .. . .. . . 1 147.65 10 I 279.92 I 3'76.60 I .655 I 597.22 I ..... . I 88 . 59 I .80 I 686.61 / 4 . 045 / .... I .60 I .005 I 4.650 
I I I I I I I I I I II I I . I I 
Lot U . Ration: Corn and cob meal, mixture: Middlings t / 3, oilmeal 1/3, meat meal tankage 1/ 3, and rock salt 
I I I I I I I I I I 11 I I I I N~v. 24 P.M.-Dec. 24 A. M .. . ... I 30 110 281.721293.70 I .399 1122 .00 I 24.39118.00 I .31 164.70 I 4.067 .813 .60 .010 I 5.490 
Dei:. 24 P.M.-Jan. 23 A.M . ..... I 30 10 I 293.70 316.90 I .773 1121.21 I 24·.23 18.00 I .70 I 164.14 4.040 I .808 .60 I .023 I 5.471 
Jan. 23 P.M.-Feb. 22 A.M . ... . ·1 30 I 10 I 316.90 I 344.50 . 920 I 121.54 I 24.30 I 18 . 00 ,I .59 I 164 .42 II 4.051 I .8.10 I .60 I .020 I 5.48,1 
Mar. 24 P.M.-April 29 A.M .. . , . 17 .25 10 I 367.43 I 372.40 .287 I 70.70 I 14.16 10.35 .06 I 95 . 27 I 4.099 I . 82 1 I .60 I .003 I 5.523 
Feb. 22 P.M.-Mar .. 24 A.M. .. ... 30 110 I 344.50 I 367.431 .764 1121.95 I 24.38118.00 1 . 34 I 164.67 II 4.065 I .813 I .60 I . 011 I 5.48~ 
Entire period ....... .. ... . 1 137. 25 I 10 I 281.72 I 372.40 I .661 1557 .40 I 111.43 82.3512.00 I 753.18114.061 I . 811 I .60 I .015 I 5.488 
I I I I I I I I i I I I 
Lot III. Ration: Shelled corn, mixture: Middlings 1/ 3, oilmeal 1/ 3, meat meal tankage 1/3, and rock salt 
I I I I . I I I I I I II I I Nov. 24 P.M.-Dec. 24 A.M . . .... 1 30 1 10 279.21 290.40 I .373 122.00 ... ... I 18 . 00 I .07 1140.07 l[ 4.067 I . . .. I .60 
Dec. 24 P .M.-Jan . 23 A.M . ... .. I 30 10 290.40 I 313.40 I . 767 1121.21 ... . .. , 18.00 I .07 139.28 I 4.040 I .... I .60 
Jan. 23 P.M.-Feb. 22 A.M ..... · / 30 I 10I313.401343.40 1.000 1121.54 I .. . .. . 18.00 I .07 I 139.61 I 4 . 051 I .. . . . 60 
Feb. 22 P.M.-Mar. 24 A.M. ..... 30 \ 10 I 343.40 363.27 I .662 1121.95 I . .. . . . 18.00 I .10 I 140 . 05 II 4.065 I ... . I .60 I 
Mar. 24 P .M.-May 4 A.M ...... -I 22.10 10 1363.2'7 / 374.00 I .486 I 90.84 I ...... I 13 .26 I .01 I 104.11 II 4.110 1 · ... I .60 I 
Entire period ....... .. ... . I 142.10 \ 10 279.21 374.00 I .667 1577.541 ..... . I 85.26 I .321663.12 /I 4.064 .... I .60 I 
I I I I I I I I I 
Lot IV. Ration: Ground corn, mixture: Middlings 1/3, oilmeal 1/3, mea,t meal tankage 1/3, and rock salt 
I I I --1- I I I I I I 11 I I I 
Nov. 24 P.M.-Dec. 24 A.M ... ... 1 30 I 10 I 280 . 06 I 287 .60 I .251 1122.00 I .. .. .. I 18.oo I .09 140 . 09 I 4.0671 . . ... I .60 
Dec. 24 P.M.-J an. 23 A.M.. . . . . 30 110 I 287. 60 I 308. 70 I • 704 1121. 21 I . . . . . . I 18. 00 I .13 I 139 . 34 \I 4. 040 . . . . I . 60 
Jan. 23 P.M.-Feb. 22 A.M . .•. . ·1 30 10 1308.70 332.10 ·/ . 780 1121.54 I ..... . I 18.00 I .07 I 139.61 I 4.051 I .... I . 60 
Feb. 22 P.M. -Mar. 24 A.M... . .. 30 10 332.10 I 352.30 .673 1121.95 I . ... .. \ 18.00 I .15 I 140.10 II 4.065 .... l .60 
Mar. 24 P.M.-May 16 A.M ...... 1 19 .15 I 10/352.301364 . 20 I .621 I 78.41 I . ....• 11.49 I .00 I 89.90 II 4.095 \ .... I .60 
Entire period ... .. . . ...... I 139.15 I 10 280.06 364.20 I .605 1·565.23 I .. . ... \ 83.49 \ .44 I 649.16 II 4.062 .... ·1 .60 I 
---------'-I --'-I ---"J __ _,,I_ I I I I II I I I 
•Mixture consists of middlings 33 l/S percent, linseed oilmeal 33 1/3 percent, and meat meal tankage 33 1/3 percent. 
I 
. 002 I 4 .669 
.002 I 4.643 
.002 4.654 
.003 I 4.668 
.ooo I 4.711 
. 002 I 4 . 667 
I 
I 
.oo3 I 4.670 
.oo4 I 4. 645 
.002 I 4 . 654 
. 005 I 4. 670 
.ooo I 4 . 695 
.003 I 4. 665 
I 
f-' 
01 
c.:> 
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Table XII gives detailed weights, gains and feed consumption 
of the sows by monthly periods, and for the entire experiment. 
These figures as presented may be very useful for handy refer-
ence and detailed study. 
The average time taken for the respective groups of sows to 
consume their corn and supplement at feeding time is given in 
Table XIII. 
Lot no. 
Feed 
Average 
Median• 
TABLE XIII. OBSERVATIONS ON TIME REQUIRED TO EAT 
Average and med:an*-16 observations 
Ear 
corn 
25 .81 
27 . 50 
(Time in minutes) 
I II UI IV 
I Supple- I Corn & I Supple- I Shelled / Supple- I Ground I Supple-
} ment I cob meall ment I corn ment I corn I ment 
I I I I I I I I 3.oo I 18.14 I 2.88 I 14 . 77 I 2.59 I 13.63 2.75 3 . 00 I 16.00 I 3.00 I 14.13 I 2.25 I 12.90 I 3.00 
I I I I 
*The Median is the middle observation length selected out of an array of observa-
tions, .put down in order of their magnitude. 
The sows ate ground corn much more rapidly than the , 
other preparations. The most time was taken for eating in the 
Ear Corn lot. It was manifestly noticeable that the sows tended 
to bolt the ground corn, whereas the mastication was greatly 
prolonged by the feeding of ear corn. The ground cobs of the 
corn and cob meal delayed the consumption time. 
It would appear that the less hasty consumption of feed was a 
desirable proposition inasmuch as the slower eating groups, I, II, 
. and Ill, were, on the. whole, the more efficient. 
~ , Because there seemed to be a certain correlation between time 
-required to eat and amount of water drunk, observations were 
'. 
. ! 
£: 
' ' 
taken to see if the sows visited the water troughs while eating and 
if those sows that required a longer .time to eat made a greater 
number of visits. Practically no water was drunk during eating 
·periods.by any of the lots. Occasional visits were made to water-
ing troughs by the sows after they were practically thru with 
their feeding, but no particular differences were noticed among 
.the groups. 
WATER AND SALT CON SU MPT ION 
· It. is of significance in this connection that the : amount of 
water drunk daily per sow on the average was related to the time 
·. Lot rto. 11 Preparation 11 
~~~I I 
0i .,. · . / Ear Corn ll 
II I Corn and cob meal 
III I Shelled corn 
IV I Gr'ound Corn I 
I I 
TABLE XIV 
Average daily water 
drunk per sow (lbs.) 
• 9. 20 
8.09 
6.90 
6.09 
\Average time taken to consume the corn 
I (minutes) 
I 25.81 I 18 .14 14. 77 I 13.63 
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consumed ·in. taking the feed. The comparative figures g1vmg 
the "average daily water drunk (in pounds) per sow" and the 
"average time taken to consume (in minutes) the corn" are pre-
se,nted in table XIV . . 
As the time for eating the corn increased, so diq the water 
ingestion. Hereinafter we shall discl!lss other possible facto.rs 
as regards their influence on water intake. 
The salt consumption was markedly affected by the introduc-
tion of the ground cobs inasmuch as the ground corn group (Lot 
lV) took only 0.003 pound per sow daily for the entire period as 
contrasted with 0.015 pound daily for the average sow in the 
ground corn and cob fed group (Lot II-Corn and Cob Mewl) . 
The cob feeding stimulated the salt consumption some :five times. 
It is likewise to be noted that the sows receiving ear c0rn 
(' licked" an average of 0.005 pound of salt per head daily, which 
is, respectively, two and a haH and one and two-thirds times as 
much as that t aken per sow daily by the Shelled Corn I.Jot III amd 
Ground Com Lot IV. A note written into the experimental 
records on J an. 26 is of significance. ''Sows in Lot I are eating 
the 'blossom end' of the cobs.'' The ear corn fed group there-
fore, got some cobs in their r ation as selected, hence the expecta-
tion would be that their salt consumption would show a!Il increase 
over the shelled corn gronp (Lot III) because of the cob ingestion. 
This proved to be the case, for the ear corn lot consumed, as 
shown in table XII, 0.003 pound more per head daily, this being 
equivalent to an increase of 250 percent. 
Table XV gives the progressive amounts of salt as consumed 
by the various groups on the average sow basis . 
. fl J. 
"t' TABLE XV. PROGRESSIVE SALT CONSUMPTION 
...... ·' 
Petiod ,of con-
'sufuption 
Nov. 24-Dec. 24 
Nov. 24-Jan. 23 
Nov. 24-Feb. 22 
Nov. 24-Mar . 24 
Nov. 24-Apr. 29 
Nov. 24-May 4 
~ov. 24-Ma.y ' 16 
Nov. 24-June 25 
No, of 
days 
30 
60 
90 
120 
137 
142 
154 
194 
(Average per sow by per :ods ) 
(In pounds) 
I 
I Lot I 
I Ear corn 
0 .23 
0 .48 
0.63 
0. 78 
0.80 
Lot Il 
Corn and 
cob meal 
0 . 31 
1. 01 
1.60 
1.94 
2.00 
I I L ot III I Lot IV 
!She lled corn l';round corn 
I I 
I 0 . 07 I 
I o . 14 I 
I 0. 21 I 
I 0.31 I 
I I 
I 0.32 I 
0.09 
0.22 
0 . 29 
0 . 44 
I I 0.44 
I I 
I I 
Figure 1 shows clearly the seasonal (monthly) salt consumption 
of the various gr oups. It is especially interesting to see that the 
salt intake was relatively the greater with the Corn and Cob 
meal fed sows during that portion of the gestation period wherein 
they (Sows of Lot II) refrained ' from ingesting their dung; 
later, along in the fourth month, this group worked over their 
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dung to some extent, and at this time the salt taken via trough 
was lessened. Certainly the eating of the dung gives an oppor-
tunity for the nutritional reutilization of the comparatively 
large amounts of sodium and small quantities, of chlorine, con-
. tained therein. Forbes, Beegle, Fritz and Mensching4 have 
determined the percentage outgo of sodium allld chlorine via the 
dung and urine. An average of seven studies on as many differ-
ent rations shows 24.8 and 75.2 percent of the ingested sodium, 
respectively, in the fe<;es or dung, and urine; and 0.9 and 99.1 
percent of the chlorine, respectively, appearing in the feces and 
urine. The hig·h fibered rations resulted in more sodium being 
diverted via the dung, or as much as 46.2 and 32.5 percent on 
two of the rations. The percentage of sodium and chlorine in 
pure'' common'' salt, water free, are respectively, 39.34 and 60.66. 
The Shelled Corn Group sows, (Lot III) ate their dung con-
sistently, hence they may be expected to show a lesser salt con-
sumption than the Ground Corn group (Lot IV) which ate dung 
but little except in the laiter stages of the experiment. 
Another consideration in this salt study is that of the cor-
relation with the water drunk. A survey of table XIX in con-
junction with fig. I indicates that high water intake is correlated 
•Forbes, E. B., Beegle, F. M .. Fritz. C. M. and Mensching, J. E . A Chemical 
St udy of the N utrition of Swine. Bui. Ohio Agr. Exp. Sta. 271. 1914. 
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with high salt intake. The two groups (Lot I-Ear Corn, and 
Lot II-Corn and Cob Meal) showed a marked increase in water 
drunk the second month, the former from 7.77 pounds per sow 
daily to 12.55, and the latter from 7.30 pounds to 10.95. It was 
in this second period that both of these groups, particularly the 
Corn and Cob Meal fed one, had relatively high salt consumption. 
The water consumption declined after the second month and so 
did the salt. The water drinking, however, is but one part of 
the story of salt consumption-so the figures in this experiment 
show. 
In this connection some of our work on salt consumption of 
lambs in the fattening lots is of interest. Laimbs fed for 99 
days in a recent winter consumed somewhat more salt, or 9.66 
percent more, where ground corn replaced the corn and cob meal. 
The average daily ration of organic feeds, together with the 
salt consumption, is given in table XVI. 
TABLE XVI 
Ground corn fed I Corn and cob meal fed 
___ A_ve_r_a=-ge_d_ai--'ly_ ra_t_io_n __ -+ __ la_m_b_s--'-'(p_o_un_d_s-'--) -'I lambs (pounds) 
I Corn grain 
Cob meal 
Linseed and cottonseed meals 
Alfalfa hay 
Corn s ilage 
1. 22 
None 
.l fi 
.59 
. 73 
1.19 
I .23 
I .15 
1
1 
. 59 
.73 
Rock salt . 01465 I .01336 
J 
In this lamb research the ground cobs apparently did not in-
crease the salt intake even tho the lambs took almost a fourth 
of a pound per head daily, this amount being practically super-
imposed on the ground corn ration. But the basal r ation had 
much roughage in·it, alfalfa, which requires much salt to balance 
it. Hence the cobs in this ration were incidental in their effect. 
The sows in our experiment ate nearly four times more cob meal 
than the lambs, or 0.811 as contrasted with 0.23 lb. per head 
daily. · 
'l'hese experimental figures and discussion illustrate the 
"subtle" effects of specific feeds on salt consumption, and em-
TABLE XVII. AVERAGE DAILY FEED CONSUMED 
I II III J 
Lot no. and Corn and I I 
IV 
corn preparation Ear corn cob meal I Shelled corn I Ground corn 
~~~--'--=--~~~~:-~~~~~~~~,11 I 
Av. daily feed 
Corn 4.045 4.873* 4.064 4 .062 
Middlings . 200 . 200 1
1 
. 200 I . 200 
Linseed oilmeal . 200 . 200 . 200 . 200 
Meat meal tankage . 200 . 200 1
1 
• 200 I . 200 
Rock salt .005 . 015 .002 .003 
Total 4 .650 5. 488 I 4. 667 I 4. 665 
I I 
•corn grain 4.061 and Cob .812 pounds. 
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pha izes the free-choice feeding of common salt rather than its 
arbitrary inclusion on a flat percentage basi in the feed. 'l'o 
mix salt with the feed in addition to that self-fed as such or in 
a good mineral mixture is likewi ·c good practice. 
'fable XVII shows in summarized form the average daily feed 
consumption of the sows during the entire period. 
TOTAL FEED CONSUMED DURING PREGNANCY PERIOD 
Inasmuch a the sows were hand-fed, limited, the amount of 
feed consumed during the pregnancy period varied only as the 
length of the period was prolonged or hortened by the time of 
farrowing. The lots which farrowed last .naturally coR:umed 
the largest amounts of concentrated feed. 
Table XVIII show. the total feed consumed dming the entire 
period by all sows and the number of days in the period. 'l'able 
XXX, presented in the appendix, gives the same data refigured 
to a basis of an average period of 140 days for all lots. This 
makes all lots strictly comparable and is in our opinion close to 
the average period that pregnant sows are fed on the farm. 
TABLE XVIII. TOTAL FEED CONSUMED DURING PREGNANCY BY ALL SOWS 
(I 0 sows in each lot) 
Days in period (Av.)I 
Basal Feed 
Feed Consumed* 
Corn 
Middlings 
Linseed oilmoal 
Tankage 
Rock salt 
Total 
147. 65 
Ear corn 
5972.17 
295. 30 
295. 30 
295.30 
8 . 00 
6866. 07 
II I Ill IV 
137. 25 I 142. 10 139 .15 
Corn and I 
cob meal I Shelled corn Ground corn 
6688. 45** 
274.50 
274. 50 
274. 50 
20.00 
7531. 79 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
5775. 35 
284.20 
284. 20 
284. 20 
3.20 
6631.15 
5652. 28 
278. 30 
278. 30 
278.30 
4.40 
6491.58 
*To get the consumption per sow, simply move the point (.) one p lace to the le(t. 
**The amount of corn grain consumed was 5,574.00; cobs, 1,114.45 pounds. 
These figures are of importance inasmuch as they are used 
in figuring the cost of ·the new-born pigs, all feeds consumed by 
the sows being charged against the pigs. 
The total feeds consumed did not vary greatly since the length 
of the period in the various lots varied only 10 days. Therefore, 
the greatest difference in feed cost will be due largely to the 
preparation given the corn. 
WATER RECORD 
. . 
Water consumption records were taken the middle 10 days of 
each 30-day period. Six r~cords were taken and the average of 
these records is presented in Table XIX. (See table XX for a 
more detailed record by periods.) 
. The sows drank from 6.09 to 9.20 pounds of water daily, the 
highest consumption being in the lot receiving ear corn. The 
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I 
II 
III 
IV 
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TABLE XIX. WATER CONSUMPTION RECORDS 
AVERAGE OF SIX 10 DAY PERIODS 
(All fig ures in pounds) 
I /Water consumed by all I / I / (Drunk 
I I sows in av. 10-day \Percent! Water I Nater! and in 
I I period water /drunk / con- I feed) 
I Basal feed I I / drunk! daily 1sumed! per 100 
I I I Par- I I of total! per daily I lbs. dry 
I I Drunk I taken inl Total I con- I sow I per I matter 
I I I feeds I I sumedl I sow / ingested 
I I I I I I I I I Ear corn I 919.52 I 58.82 I 978.34 I 93.99 I 9.20 9.78 I 
I Corn and cob meal I 809. 13 I 69.35 I 878.48 I 92.11 I 8.09 1 8.78 \ 
I Shelled corn I 690. 02 I 56. 02 I 7 46 . 04 I 92. 49 I 6. 90 7. 46 
I Ground corn 1 609.18 160. 59 I 669.77 I 90.95 I 6.09 I 6.70 I 
I I I I I I 
241.11 
185 .91 
184 . 56 
166. 67 
Lot no. I Corn Preparation Days* 
~~~~~~~~, 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
1 Ear corn 
I Corn and cob meal 
I Shelled corn 
I Ground corn 
I 
112. oq 
112. 97 
112. 20 
112. 85 
•(Technical) :-The probable errors of the length of the various gestation periods 
were, respectively: Lot 1, 112.07 ± .19; II, 112.97 ± .24; III, 112.20 ± .16; and IV 
112.85 ± .26. These figures show clearly that there is a rather remarkable consistency 
as regards the period lengths within the groups, and indicate that ground corn has a 
tendency to lengthen the period of gestation as well as to increase the variab!lity. . 
The coefficients of variability also point clearly to the fact that there is marked 
uniformity within groups as regards the days of gestation per sow. These coefficients 
were by Lots, I, 0.79 percent; II, 1.02; III, 0.67; and IV, 1.00 percent. 
When we work the difference and probable error of the differences between Lots I 
and II we get 0.90 ± 0.094 days. The difference is 9.6 times the probable error, indi-
cat'ng that in practically 100 percent of future t"epetitions of these comparisons with 
a similar number of sows that the corn and cob meal fed sows would have longer 
gestation periods than when ear corn is fed . 
On the same basis we find that ground corn (Lot IV) increases the gestation period 
over shelled corn (Lot Ill). The difference w ith its probable error is 0.65 ± .0932 
days. The mean difference is 7.0 times the probable error, indicating that in practically 
100 percent of future repetitions the ground corn fed sows would carry their pigs 
longer. 
water drunk daily was from 91 to 94 percent of the total water 
ingested, the remaining percentages being in the feeds eaten. 
The sows receiving ear corn or corn and cob meail, particularly 
those getting ear corn, consumed considerably more water than 
did the ones receiving shelled corn or ground corn. The sows 
getting ground corn were easily the lowest in water drunk. 
In every case the water intake was greater than the dry matter 
consumption. Lot IV consumed 67 percent more water than 
dry matter while Lot I consumed 141 percent more water than 
dry matter. 'rhese figures have shown that pregna.nt sows being 
carried over the winter under the conditions of this experiment, 
consumed considerably more water than dry matter, and that the 
ear corn fed sows actually took more water from the trough for 
the unit of dry matter consumed than did any of the other lots. 
This is the case even tho liberal allowance is made for the un-
known quantities of "cob ends" consumed by the sows getting 
their corn in the ear form. 
Table XX supplementary to table XIX gives the daily feed 
consumption and water data by periods. 
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TABLE XX. SEASONAL WATER RECORD BY 10 DAY PERIODS. 
ALL DATA ON AVERAGE SOW BASIS 
(10 SOWS per lot) 
Lot no. Lot I. Ear corn 
I Dec. 4 I Dec. 14 Dec. 24 I Jan. 3 I Feb. 2 I March 4 
I to 
I March 14 
Water record periods I to I to 
I Dec. 14 I Dec. 24 
to I to 
Jan. 3 Jan. 13 I to Feb. 12 
Av. daily feed consumption\ / 
Corn 1u·eparation . .. .. I 4 .1381 
Middlings ... ... . ...... I . 200 
Linseed oil m eal ...... · / . 200 
Meat meal tankage . ... . 200 I 
Total. .......... I 4. 738 I 
Av. daily water drunk I I 
4.021 
.200 
.200 
.200 I 
4.621 I 
I 
I 
4.033 
. 200 
.200 
. 200 
4.633 
per sow ..... . ... .... · / 7 . 77 / 8. 25 
Av. daily water con-
I 9.65 
I 
4.033 
.200 
. 200 
. 200 
4 .633 
12. 55 
sumed, drunk and in / I 
feed, per sow. . . . . . . . . . 8. 36 I 8. 80 
Percent water drunk of I / 
I 10 .22 
I 
I 13 .14 
I 
total consumed ........ 1 92 . 95 93. 79 I 94.40 I 95.55 
Total water ingested per I I 
I 00 lbs. d1'y matter con- I I I I I 
sumed ........ . . . .. .. · / 201. 83 \ 212. 51 i 249. 80 
I 
I 321. 71 
I 
Lot II. Corn and cob meal 
I I 
Av. daily feed consumption! I 
Corn preparation . .... I 4. 800 I 
Middlings ......... . ... I . 200 
Linseed oilmeal ....... I . 200 I 
Meat meal tankage .... I . 200 I 
Total. ......... . 1 5. 400 I 
I I A~er d!~~ .~~~~·: .. ~'.·~~~. / 7. 30 I 
Av. daily water con- I 
s umed, drunk and in / 
feed, per sow . . . . . . . . . 7 . 96 I 
Percent water drunk of I / 
total consumed ....... · / 91. 73 
Total water ingested per I 
100 lbs. dry matter I / 
consumed ............. 1 167. 53 I 
I 
I 
I 
4 .815 I 
.200 I 
. 200 I 
.200 I 
5 . 415 I 
I 
I 
I 
7. 70 I 
I 
I 
8.35 I 
I 
92.26 I 
I 
I 
174.66 I 
I 
I 
4.800 I 
.200 I 
. 200 I 
.200 I 
5 . 400 I 
l 
I 9.oo I 
I 
9. 73 I 
I 
92 .54 I 
I 
I 
207. 04 I 
I 
Lot III. Shelled corn 
I 
Av. daily feed consumption! 
Corn preparation ..... I 
Middlings . . ... .. .... . ·I 
Linseed oilmeal .. . . . .. I 
Meat meal tankage . . .. I 
Total. .... . . .. . . I 
I 
. I Av. daily water drunk I 
per sow ............... I 
Av. daily water con- I 
sumed, drunk and in / 
feed, per sow ... .... . . 
Percent water drunk of \ 
total consumed . . . .. . . 
Total water ingested per I 
100 lbs . dry matter I 
consumed .... .. ... . .. . I 
I 
4.000 ! 
.200 I 
.200 I 
.200 
4.600 
I 
I 
6.93 I 
7 .50 I 
92.41 I 
I 
185.93 I 
I 
4 .000 
.200 
. 200 
. 200 
4.600 
7 .44 
7.97 
93.36 
195. 64 
I 
I 4.ooo I 
. 200 I 
. 200 I 
.200 I 
4 .600 I 
I 
I 
I 
6.99 I 
I 
I 
7 .57 I 
I 
92. 33 I 
I 
I 
188 . 27 I 
I 
I 
I 
4 .800 I 
.200 I 
. 200 I 
. 200 I 
5.400 I 
I 
I 
I 
10.95 I 
I 
I 
11. 63 I 
I 
94.17 I 
I 
245.10 I 
4.000 
. 200 
.200 
.200 
4.600 
8.36 
8.93 
93.67 
221. 15 
I 
I 
I 
3.948 ,1 
.200 
.200 I 
.200 I 
4.548 I 
I 
I 
I 
3.964 
.200 
.200 
.200 
4.564 
9 .82 I 7 . 13 
I 
I 
10.41 I 7.77 
I 
94 . 27 I 91. 80 
I 
261.81 I 198 .48 
I 
I 
I 
4.800 I 
.200 I 
. 200 I 
.200 I 
5.400 I 
I 
I 
7 .52 I 
I 
8.20 I 
I 
91. 68 I 
I 
173.10 I 
4. 000 
. 200 
. 200 
.200 
4.600 
6.38 
6.94 
91.91 
171.69 
I 
4.800 
.200 
.200 
.200 
5.400 
6.08 
6.84 
88. 76 
147 . 43 
4.000 
.200 
. 200 
.200 
4 .600 
5 . 30 
5.86 
90.49 
144. 75 
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Lot IV. Ground corn 
I 
4 . 000 I I I I A v. daily feed c~nsumptionl 4.ooo I I I Corn pr~tion . .. . · 1 4 . 064 4.ooo I 4.020 I 4.040 
Middlings . . . ... . . . . .. . . 200 I . 200 .200 I .200 . 200 I .200 
Linseed oilmel>.l . . . .. .. 
.200 ! . 200 .200 I .200 I . 200 I .200 Meat meal tankage .... I .200 . 200 . 200 I .200 I .200 I .200 
Total ............ 1 4 .600 4 .664 4 .600 I 4 .600 I 4 . 620 I 4 . 640 
I ! I 
I I 
I I Av. daily water drunk I I I 
per sow • ••• •• • ••• • •• • • 1 6.88 I 6.04 6.47 I 7. 57 I 5. 71 I 3 .88 
A v. daily water con- I I I I I 
sumed, drunk and in / I I I I 
feed. per so"' . ... ... . . 7 . 46 I 6 . 60 7 .09 I 8 .18 I 6 . 31 I 4.54 Percent water drunk of I I I I 
total consumed •• • • •• • . 1 92.21 I 91.50 91.29 I 92.56 I 90 . 43 I 85.40 
Total water ingested per I I I I I 100 lbs. dry matter I I I I 
consumed . . . ... ... . •.. J 185 . 60 1160 . 77 177.74 I 204.80 I 157 .06 I 114.09 
I I I I 
LENGTH OF GESTATION PERIOD 
The length of the gestation period apparently was only slightly 
affected by the different corn preparations, there being a differ-
ence of only 0.9 of a day in the average periods for each lot. 
The average length of gestation period for each lot was as fol-
lows : 
As shown)n the table the four lots averaged very nearly the 
sa1IDe. The shortest gestation period was 110.08 days in the case 
of a sow in Lot I, while the longest period was 115.31 in t he case 
of a sow in Lot II. 
NUMBER OF PIGS FARROWED AND WEIGHTS OF PIGS 
The average number of pigs farrowed per sow in the different 
lots did not vary greatly. The differences existing may be ac-
counted for _by factors other than the rations fed. 
The average number of pigs farrowed per litter and the aver-
age weight Qf pigs at birth are shown in t aJble XXL 
TABLE XXL P1GS FARROWED AND AVERAGE WEIGHT PER PIG 
Lot no. 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
Preparat:cm 
I I Ear corn Corn a nd cob meal 
I Shelled corn 
I Ground corn 
I 
I Av. number of 
I all pigs per 
I litter 
II 8 . 90 
I 9 . 50 
I 10 . 50 
I 9 . 50 
I 
Av. litter 
weight 
22 .3 
23 . 6 
2fi . 4 
23 . 0 
Av. weight of 
p igs at birth 
(lbs.) 
2. 51 
2 . 48 
2 .42 
2.47 
In the lots which farrowed the larger number of pigs, the pigs 
farrowed weighed somewhat less than in the lots farrowing the 
smaller number. This greater weight of the litters in Lots II 
to IV, inchrsive, is more than sufficient to compensate for the 
greater weight per average pig farrowed in Lot I. 
Insofar as the average weight of litters and pigs is c0ncerned, 
all preparations were equally efficient. 
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LITTER CHARACTERISTICS OF PIGS FARROWED 
Experimental evidence gathered in our other experiments 
has shown quite conclusively that the litter characteristics of 
pigs may be markedly affected by the rations fed to the pregnant 
sows. In order to show the effect of the various corn prepara-
tions on the pigs farrowed, the tables XXII, XXIII, XXIV, 
XXV and XXVI are presented. These show, respectively, the 
vigor, condition, character of bone, coat quality, and average 
initial measurements of the pigs. The figures given show the 
average percentage of the pigs in the litters coming· under each 
division. 
TABLE XXII. VIGOR OF PIGS 
(Percentage in each grade by lots ) 
I I 
Lot no. I Very Strong Medium I Weak Very Dead 
I Relative av. vigor 
I on basis of 100 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
I stronp: 
I 
I 68.54 
I 65. 26 
I 63. 81 
I 71.05 
I 
I weak 
I 
15. 73 6. 74 I 2.25 3.37 3.37 
21.05 6. 32 I 3.16 3.16 1.05 
23 .81 11. 43 I .95 
19. 74 2.63 I 2.63 3. 95 
I 
TABLE XXIII. CONDITION OF PIGS 
(Percentage in each gi·ade by lots) 
I Degree of condition or fitness 
I beinp: perfect 
86.74 
87.74 
89 . 72 
89 . 47 
I I I I I \ I I Relative av. condition 
Lot. no.I Primel Choice! Good Medium! Fair Common I Inferior! on basis of 100 be-
1 I I I I I I I ini< perfect 
I I I I I I I I I I 7.87 I 28 .09 I 44.94 I 15.73 I 3.37 I I 53 . 56 
II I 5.26 I 35.79 I 40.00 I 14.74 I 3.16 I 1.05 I 53.68 
III I I 4. 76 I 39. 05 I 47. 62 I 8. 57 I I I 56. 67 
IV I I 6.58 I 30.26151.32 I 11. 84 I I I 55.26 
I I I I I I I 
TABLE XXIV. CHARACTER OF BONE 
(Percentage in each grade by lots) 
I · I I I I I I I Relative av. cha»acter Lot. no. FancyJ Choice! Good IMediuml Fair I Common I Inferior! of bone on basis of 
I I I I I I I I loo being perfect 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
I I I I I I I I 5.62 20.22 J 42.70 I 25 . 84 J 4.49 I i.12 I I 65.59 
1.05 31.58 I 34.74 I 24 .21 I 7.37 I I 1.05 I 65 .09 
I 1.90 I 23.8 1 I 43.81 · 1 25.71 J 2.86 I 1.90 I 65.07 
I 1. 32 I 15. 79 I 57. 89 I 18 . 42 I o. 26 I 1. 32 ·1 . . . . I 64. 26 
I I I I I I I I 
I 
Lot no.J 
I 
I 
I I 
II I 
III I 
IV I 
I 
Very 
heavy 
2.63 
TABLE XXV. QUANTITY OF COAT 
(Percentage in each grade by lots ) 
I I I I H eavy I Medium I Light I Very 
I I I I light 
11 11 I I 31.46 55.06 1.12 12.36 I 47.37 I 48. 42 I 4.2 1 I 
I 32.38 I 61.90 I 5.71 I 
I 50.00 43.42 I 3 . 95 I 
I I I I 
Relative av. quantity of 
coat on basis of 100 be-
ing perfect 
61.12 
68.63 
65 . 32 
70.26 
The figures indicate that.insofar as the vigor is concerned there 
were no significant differences among the pigs farrowed in the 
various lots. 
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-TABLE XXVI. MEASUREMENTS OF THE PIGS AT BIRTH 
(Measuremen ts in inches) 
I Average measurements per pig 
Lot no. J. Front shin Hind shin I Heart girth I Length of body 
I I I I 1.99 1.92 9.47 I 10.86 
II I 1. 98 1.91 I 9.44 I 10.86 
III I 1.96 1.88 I 9.31 I 10.79 
JV I 1.95 1.87 I 9.45 I rn.72 I I 
-.,. 
Condition is of importance in that pigs that are farrowed in 
good condition may have a better chance to grow and develop 
than theiF less fortunate fellows with less'' fat reserves.'' Condi-
tion is frequently affected by the ration fed, therefore, it is an 
ind.ication of the efficiency of a given ration. Of course extreme 
fatness is a questionable asset in new-b01m pigs of some types. 
As will be noted from the table, the pigs were · fairly unifotm in 
condition. Evidently the various corn preparations had little if 
any effect on the fatness. 
'fhe bone development of pigs is often influenced by the ration. 
Feeds that are low in minerals often tend -to produce bones of 
inferior density and quality. · · · · 
Here aga,in there is very little difference in the character of 
.bone of the pigs farrowed in the different lots: This was to be 
expected inasmuch as the sows were all getting the Bame feeds, 
the only difference being in the kind of preparation given the 
corn. 
The coat quantity of the pigs in the four lots differed more than 
did a,ny of the other characteristics discussed. The pigs in Lot 
IV were easily first in this respect, having somewhat heavier 
coats tha111 the pigs in the other lots. This was rather unexpected 
since the sows that farrowed these pigs were in .the poorest condi-
tion at farrowing time. Lot I easily had the poorest coats, there 
being over 12 percent of the pigs with very light coats. 
The measurements of the pigs show some slight differences. 
The measurements favor ear corn with corn and cob meal a close 
second. Ground corn ranked last in this respect, being slightly 
inferior to shelled corn. 
The pigs farrowe~ by the sows in this experiment were very 
uniform; the rations had no marked effect on the '' litter char-
acteristics.'' 
EF"FICIENCY OF THE RATIONS AS INDICATED BY THE FEED 
REQUIRED TO PRODUCE THE PIGS 
Since all feeds consumed by the sows during the pregnancy 
period are charged against the pigs farrowed, the relative effici-
ency of the ration may be determined by calculating the amount 
of the various feeds required to produce a new-born pig. · Since 
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the new-born pigs in this research were quite comparable as re-
gards relative worth and prospective outcome at farrowing tim , 
the feed costs are significant. 
In this experiment, inasmuch as all sows r eceived the same 
amount of feed daily, the greatest difference between the rations 
may be presumed to be due to the preparation given the corn. 
Table XXVII shows the feed required to produce a pig, based 
on total pigs farrowed and on living pigs farrowed, and the gain 
TABLE XXVII. TOTAL FEED REQUIRED TO PRODUCE A PIG 
(Based on sows farrowing, these being charged with their proportionate feed) 
Lot no .. no. sows farrowing 
I 
Corn preparation I 
I 
Av. no. pigs farrowed per I 
sow. (Total) . ......... .. . \ 
Feed consumed per pig far- 1 
rowed 
Corn preparation , grain I 
basis . . . . ... . • .. . . . .. · / 
Middlings .. . .... . . . . . . . . 
Linseed oilmeal ... .. .. .. I 
Tankage .......... .. . ... I 
Rock salt .. ......... . ... I 
Total .. . ... . .. I 
Total gain of average sow2 .. ·/ 
Gain in weight of sow per 
pig farrowed ' ...... . .. . . .. I 
I 
I (10) 
Ear corn 
8 . 90 
67 .10 
3 . 32 
3.32 
3.32 
0 . 09 
77.15 
68.38 
7 . 69 
II (10) 
Corn and 
cob m eal 
9. 50 
70 . 40 1 
2 . 89 
2. 89 
2 .89 
0.21 
79.28 
58.98 
6.21 
III (10) 
/ Shelled corn 
10.60 
65 . 00 
2 . 71 
2. 71 
2.71 
0.03 
63.16 
63.09 
6.01 
IV (8) 
\Ground corn 
9 . 50 
59 .60 
2.98 
2. 93 
2.93 
0.05 
68 .34 
66.01 
6 . 90 
Feed requ 'red to produce a pig-Living pig basis 
Lot no.. no. sows farrowing I 
I 
Corn preparation I 
I 
Av. no. living pigs farrowed I 
per SOW •••••••• • •• • ••• • •• • 1 
Feed consumed per pig far-1 
rowed 
Corn preparation, grain I 
basis . . . .... .. . .. . . . 1 
Middlings .. .. ... . . . . . .. . I 
Linseed oilmeal . .. .. . ... . I 
Tankage . ...... . . .. . ..... I 
Rock salt . . .. . .. . . . .. . . . I 
Total. .. .... : . I 
Total gain of average sow' .. · 1 
Gain in weight of sow per 
pig farrowed' ...... . ... . . · / 
I (10) 
Ear corn 
8 .60 
69.44 
3.43 
3.43 
3 . 43 
.09 
79. 82 
68 .38 
7.~6 
II (10) 
Corn and 
cob meal 
9.40 
71.15' 
2 . 92 
2.92 
2.92 
. 21 
80.12 
58.98 
6.27 
Ill (10) IV (8) 
/ Shelled corn \Ground cor~ 
10.40 
65 .53 
2 . 73 
2.73 
2 . 73 
. 03 
63 . 75 
63 . 09 
6.07 
9.13 
61. 91 
3.05 
S.05 
3 . 05 
.06 
71.11 
56 . 01 
6.13 
1 Corn grain 58.67 and cob 11.73 pounds. 
2 Based on weights taken at the beginning of the experiment and after farrowing. 
3 Corn grain 59.30 and cob 11.85 pounds. 
made by the average sow during the pregnancy period. Table 
XXXI which will be found in the appendix presents the same 
data refigured to an average period of 140 days for all lots. The 
value of the gains made by the sows are subtracted from the cost 
of feeds per pig in :figuring the cost of the new-born pig. Conse-
quently the table gives the pounds gain of the sow, per pig far-
rowed. 
Lot III, r eceiving shelled corn and supplement, required the 
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least feed per pig farrowed. Lot IV ranked second, Lot I, third 
and Lot II, fourth. The differences in the amounts of feed re-
quired by the various lots are not great. From the standpoint 
of cost it is probaible that the lots receiving ear corn and shelled 
corn made a better showing than those receiving the ground 
feeds, due to the increased cost of preparation. When the sow 
gains are taken into consideration, ear corn or shelled corn 
undoubtedly would show up to best advantage. Apparently, 
from the results of this experiment, the grinding of corn into 
either corn meal or corn and cob meal did not prove economical, 
since ear corn or shelled corn produced pigs for very nearly the 
. ame amounts of feeds. As stated before, no noticeable differ-
ences were noted in the pigs farrowed. In view of the results 
obtained, it appears that the grinding of ear corn or shelled 
corn for brood sows is a somewhat doubtful practice. 
'l'able XXVIII presents a summary of this experiment cover-
ing weights, gains, feed consumption, length of gestation period, 
number of pigs farrowed and the weights of the new-born pig.s. 
Table XXIX gives the r ecords of the individual sows. 
TABLE XXVIJI. FIGURES COVERING SOW FEEDING TRIAL, WEIGHTS, 
GAINS, FFED CONSUMPTION, GESTATION PERI.OD, PIGS FARR<:>WED 
AND WEIGHTS OF PIGS. FIGURES IN POUNDS UNLESS OTHERWISE 
DESIGNATED (Ten sows per lot) 
Lot number and corn 
preparation 
Av. number days in period ...... I 
Av. init'al weig ht .... . .. . ... . . I 
Av. final weight before farrowing! 
Av. final weight after farrowing . I 
Av. gain per sow .. .. .. ... . .. ~ · \ 
Av. daily gain per sow ......... . 
A ~i~~s . ·p·e·r· . ~~~ . ·a·t· . :~1.·~~~v.i~~. \ 
Av. gain per sow subtracting loss I 
at farrowing .... . . . .. ... ... . I 
Av. length of gestation period.· I 
Av. daily feed eaten per sow I 
Corn .......... ..... . ... ·I 
Middlings ............... ·1 
Linseed oilmeal ......... . 
Meal meat tankage ..... . . 
Rock salt . ..... .. .. ..... . 1 
Total. .............. I 
Total feed eaten by all sows / 
duri~r~eri'.".1 ...... .... ........ 
1 Middlings ... ........... . . Linseed oilmeal ... . .. . . . . 
Meat meal tankage .. ..... . 
Rock salt . ............... , 
Total. . ..... .. .. ... . 
A lit:;,~mb·e·'. . ~.~ .. ~~~~~~~ .. ~.e.'. I 
Av. number live pigs farrowed I 
per litter ........... . .... ... . 
Av. litter weight .. ............ . 
Av. weight of pigs farrowed . . . .. I 
I 
Ear corn 
147. 65 
279. 92 
376. 60 
348. 30 
96.68 
.655 
28 . 30 
68.38 
112. 07 
4 .045 
.200 
.200 
. 200 
.005 
4 .650 
5972.17 
295 .so 
295 . so 
295. 30 
8.00 
6866.07 
8.90 
8.60 
22.30 
2.51 
II 
Corn and 
cob meal 
137 . 25 
281. 72 
372 .40 
340.70 
90.68 
.661 
31. 70 
58.98 
112.97 
4. 873* 
.200 
.200 
. 200 
. 015 
5 .488 
6688 .45* 
274. 50 
274 . 50 
274 .50 
20.00 
7531. 79 
9.50 
9 .40 
23.58 
2 .48 
I III I IV 
I Shelled corn\ Ground corn 
142 . 10 1S9 .15 
279. 21 280 . 06 
374 . 00 364 . 20 
342. 30 336.07 
94.79 84 .14 
.667 .605 
31. 70 28 . 13 
63 .09 56.01 
112. 20 112.85 
4.064 4.062 
. 200 .200 
.200 .200 
.200 .200 
.002 .003 
4 .667 4.665 
5775. 35 5652. 28 
284. 20 278.SO 
284. 20 278.SO 
284.20 278.;lO 
3.20 4.40 
6631.15 6491.58 
10.50 9.50 
10.40 9 .13 
25.40 29.46 
2.42 2 .47 
*Corn and cob meal. For corn grain and cob see tables XIV and XV. 
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TABLE XXJX. INDIVIDUAL SOW RECORD 
Lot. no.) ) 
Av. wt. of 
I 
A v. w t . of I I Tota.I nil pigs I Sow pigs I Boar pip Sow sow before sow after Loss in  Wt. of 
No. \ Av. wt.j Av. wt. I No. I P ercen t I Av. wt. I No. / Percent no. fnr·row far row Cnrrow·ing li tter (pounds (pounds) 1 (pounds) (pounds) I ( lbs.) ( lbs.) I (lbs. ) 
I I I I i I I I I 39 I 384 361 I 33 28. 16 JI l 2.66 I 2.38 I 6 54.66 2 . 77 5 I 46 .46 I 40 I 480 443 I 37 I 28 . 76 13 2 . 21 I 2. 18 8 61.&4 2.27 5 38 .46 l 69 371 351 I 20 I 16 . 80 - 6 2.63 2 . 53 I 3 60.00 2 . 73 3 60 . 00 I 231l 426 399 I 27 I 20 . 60 9 I 2. 29 I 2.26 6 56.66 2.34 4 44.44 II 245 I 473 I· 455 18 16.20 4 I 3 .80 3 . 90 2 I 
60 . 00 I 3. 70 2 60 . 00 
I 390 281 265 16 11.10 5 2.22 2.07 3 60.00 I 2.45 2 40 . 00 I I 1006 I 37 1 344 I 27 I 23 .60 8 I 2.94 I 2.83 2 25.00 2.98 6 75 . 00 l 1006 I 362 320 42 29 .40 12 2 . 45 I 2 . 40 7 58 . 33 I 
2.62 6 41.67 
I I 9004 I 287 268 29 I 23. 60 JO I 2.36 2. 18 I 6 I 60. 00 2 .63 4 40 . 00 l I 9 180X 831 297 34 26.90 11 2.46 I 2.43 4 36 .36 2.46 7 63.64 II I 16 I 527 486 41 I 28.35 ll I 2.58 I 2.8 1 6 54.65 I 2.30 6 46. 45 11 
I 
35 3~6 346 39 28 . 05 9 3. 12 I 3 . 23 2 22 . 22 I 3.09 7 77 .78 11 41 
I 
460 ·429 2 1 I 13.40 5 I 2 . 68 2. 66 a I 60 .00 I 2 . 70 2 I 40 . 00 II 91 420 389 31 I 24 .25 10 2.43 2 .49 9 90 . 00 I 1. 85 1 10 . 00 11 2 18 309 282 27 20 . 60 9 I 2.29 2.31 4 I 44 . 44 2. 27 6 65 . 66 ll 606 
\ 
SIS I 286 32 I 28.66 8 I 2 . 94 2. 74 I 4 50 .00 3.16 4 50.00 JI 7 10 330 I 288 42 26 . 90 12 I 2 . 24 2. 10 5 4 I. 67 2.84 7 58 .33 11 I 742 360 I 333 27 22.00 ·s 2. 75 I 2.63 I 6 76 . 00 3.10 2 26.00 ...... H I 9047 311 I 28 1 30 I 24.20 11 I 2.20 2.05 2 18 .18 2.23 9 81.82 ~ 11 I 9 150 I 314 I 287 I 27 I 24 . 50 12 I 2.04 I 1.98 I 6 60 .00 2. 11 6 I 60.00 C') UI 4 480 ) 452 I 28 I 19.85 9 I 2 . 21 2. LO I 4 44.44 2 . 29 5 66 . 56 Ill 181 I 336 295 41 30 .90 12 I 2. 58 I 2.47 4 33.33 2.63 8 66 . 67 Ill 37d I 340 301 I 39 22. 75 9 2.53 I 1.50 l 11. 11 2 . 64 8 88.89 Ul 382 I SIS 288 30 26. 00 9 I 2 . 78 2.59 5 55.56 3. 0 1 4 44 . 44 Ill 499 I 532 I 511 21 18 .86 10 1. 89 1.93 2 20 . 00 1.88 8 80.00 111 600 340 322 I 18 16 . 95 6 I 3.39 I 3.38 4 80 . 00 3.65 l 20 . 00 ll1 1007 361 I 329 32 27 . 55 10 I 2 . 76 2 .70 5 50.00 2. 8 1 5 I 50.00 111 10 16 397 363 34 27 . 70 l <I I. 97 I. SS 6 42 . 86 2 . 05 8 67 . 14 111 I 9102 I 313 I 280 I 33 I 27. 80 12 2 . 32 2.25 6 41.67 2 . 86 7 68 . 88 III 9230-X I 323 282 41 36 . 60 15 I 2 . 44 2 .58 8 I 63 . 33 2 . 29 7 46 . 67 IV I 44 I 413 384 29 23.20 9 I 2. 58 2.26 4 44. 44 2.83 5 55 . 56 JV 84 I 325 300 
r 
25 23. 00 9 2 .56 I 2. 00 3 I 83.38 2. 83 I 6 66.61 IV 1 ~9· I I I I V ~99 I 401 369 32 I 26.35 11 2.40 I 2.37 6 I 54. 55 2 . 43 5 45.45 IV 303 ~23 396 2; I 23.40 9 2 . 60 2 . 65 4 44 .44 2.56 5 65.56 IV 643 .. I I I I IV 1001 392 372 20 I" 18 . 00 7 I 2. 57 I . 50 6 85. ii I 3 .00 I I 14. 29 l V \ 1015 I 465 424 \ 31 26 .85 11 I 2 . 44 .29 5 I 45 .45 2 . 51 6 64 .65 JV 9007 371 338 33 23.90 10 I 2.39 .33 5 60.00 2.45 I 6 50.00 rv 9106 I 297 !!69 2S :!.2 . 95 10 2 . S~ . 66 4 40.00 2 . 12 I 6 I 10.00 I 
•bk~n out of t'XP<'l"iment. 
.. Did not farrow. 30
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TABLE XXX. TOTAL FEED CONSUMED DURING PREGNANCY BY ALL SOWS 
(Re-figured to an average 14-0-day bas is) 
Lot no. I I lI III IV 
I I 
No. of sows per lot . . I 10 I 10 10 10 
Days in period ••••. 1 140 I 140 140 140 
Barn I feed . . . . . . . . I Ear corn I Gorn and cob meal Shelled corn Ground corn 
Feed consumed• I I 
Corn ••••••• 1 5662. 73 I 6822 . 46** 5690. 00 5686. 81 
Middlings • • •••• 1 280.00 I 280 . 00 280. 00 280. 00 
Linseed oilmeal.I 280. 00 I 2 0.00 280. 00 280. 00 
Tankage • • • ••• . 1 280. 00 I 230. 00 230. 00 280. 00 
Rock salt . . . . . . I 7 .59 I 20. 40 3 .15 4 .43 
Total. ... . . I 6510. 32 I 7682. 86 6533 . 15 6531. 24 
I l 
*To ge.t the average consumption per sow move the point (.) one place to the left. 
**The amount of corn gra'n consumed was 5,685.68 pounds; cobs, 1,136.78. 
TABLE XXXI. TOTAL FEED REQUIRED TO PRODUCE A PIG. BASED ON 
SOWS FARROWING-THESE BEING CHARGED WITH THEIR 
PROPORTIONATE FEED 
(Re-figured on basis of 
I I (10) 
Lot no., no. sows farrowing I 
and corn preparat;on I Ear corn 
Av. no. pigs "farrowed per I 
sow. (Total) .......... . . ·I 
Feed consumed per pig far- I 
rowed I 
Corn preparation ........ I 
Middl'ngs ........ . ...... I 
L "nseed oilm al .......... I 
Taokage . . . . .... .. . ... .. I 
R eck salt . .. ..... ....... . I 
Tola! 
Gain 
pig 
Tota l .... .. .. I 
gain of average sow2 . . I 
in we· ght of sow per \ 
farrowed!! . . .......... . 
I 
8 .90 
63.63 
3. 15 
3 .15 
3 .15 
.09 
73.17 
64 . 84 
7.29 
140-day period) 
II (10) I LU (10) 
Corn and I 
cob meal I Shelled corn 
9.50 
71. 82 1 
2.95 
2.95 
2.95 
. 21 
80.88 
60 .16 
6. 33 
10. 50 
54 .rn 
2.67 
2 . 67 
2. 67 
.03 
62. 23 
62 .16 
5.92 
L'ving pig bac.is 
I 
Av. no. living pigs farrowed I 
per SO\.V ....•.••......••.. . 1 
Feed consumed per living pig I 
rowed 
Corn preparat'on ... . ... . 
Middlings .... . ..... ..... I 
Lindseed oilmeal ... . . .. :I 
Tankage ........... . . ... I 
Rock salt . . ......... . .. . I 
Total ....... . .... I 
Total gain of average sow:! .. I 
Gain in we"ght of sow per I 
living pig farrow ed, ..... .. I 
I 
8. 60 
65. 85 
3. 26 
3.26 
3.26 
.09 
75. 72 
64.84 
7 .54 
'Corn grain 59.85 and cob l l.9q pounds. 
9.40 
72 .583 
2.98 
2.98 
2.98 
. 22 
81.74 
60.16 
6.40 
10.40 
54. 71 
2. 69 
2 .69 
2.69 
. 03 
62. 81 
62 .16 
5.98 
1
1 IV (8) 
I Ground corn 
9 .50 
59.86 
2.95 
2 . 95 
2 .95 
.05 
68 . 76 
56.35 
5.93 
9 . 13 
62.29 
3.07 
3.07 
3.07 
.07 
71. 57 
56.35 
6 . 17 
!!Fased on wei,:.rhts taken at the beg inning of the experiment and after farrowing. 
"Corn grain 60.49 and cob 12.09 pounds. 
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